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today was not witten for publication and is not binding
precedent of the Board.
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Deci si on _on Appeal

This appeal is fromthe final rejection of clains
19-22.

The invention pertains to mail sorting. Claim19 is
illustrative and reads as foll ows:

19. A nmethod of exploiting correlated mail streans
when sorting mail to inprove character recognition of the
address of a mail piece inmage, conprising the steps of:

creating a database for storing data based on
statistical relationships of selected paraneters obtained
fromthe correlated mail streans;

processing mail piece imges using optical character
recognition to recognize characters in the mail piece
i mage address;

selecting mail piece inmages w th unassigned
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characters and inproperly assigned characters in the mai
pi ece i mage address; and

assigning characters in the selected mail piece
i mges based on statistical relationships in the
dat abase.

The reference relied upon by the exanm ner is:
Mandul ey et al. (Mandul ey) 5,079, 714 Jan. 7,
1992

Clainms 19-22 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103 as
bei ng unpat ent abl e over Mandul ey.

The respective positions of the exam ner and the
appellants with regard to the propriety of these
rejections are set forth in the final rejection (Paper
No. 8), the exami ner’s answer (Paper No. 12) and the

appel lants’ brief (Paper No. 11).

Appel l ants’ | nvention

An adequate sunmary of the invention is provided at
pages 2-5 of the brief.

Opi ni on

After consideration of the positions and argunents
presented by both the exam ner and the appellants, we
have concluded that the rejection should not be
sust ai ned.

Mandul ey discloses a nail processing system The
system i ncludes a conparator 18 which assigns an ordi nal
nunber to each piece of mail to identify each mail piece
individually to allow the systemto track each mail piece

as it is processed. The ordinal nunbers are stored in a
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The exam ner’s position with respect to the rejected
clai ms appears at page 4 of the final rejection.

That position, which is incorporated into the exam ner’s
answer, is that,

Al t hough Mandul ey does not clearly teach the
characters being assigned in the mail piece inages
based on statistical relationships in the database,
it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skil
in the art that the step of assigning an ordinary
[sic:ordinal] nunmber in Mandul ey can inherently
include that limtation because this number is
assigned at a conparator which conpares the zip code
in the mail piece with the national zip code +4 in
dat abase (col. 4, lines 44-46).

This position is not persuasive because Mandul ey has
not been shown to teach storing data in a database which
is based on statistical relationships of selected
paramet ers obtained frommil streans, nor the assigning
of characters in a mail piece imge based on the stored
data, and it has not been established wherein there
exi sts some suggestion or incentive to make the purported

obvi ous nodi fications of the prior art. |In re Fritch,

972 F.2d 1260, 1266, 23 USPQd 1780, 1783-1784 (Fed. Cir.
1992). The exanminer’s position that the step of

assi gning an ordi nal nunmber in Mandul ey can inherently
include that limtation is unpersuasive because the

exam ner has not established i nherency. The fact that
the nunmber is assigned at a conparator does not establish
the alleged i nherency. Lastly, the fact that the prior

art may be nodified to include storing data in a database
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which is based on statistical relationships of selected
paramet ers obtained frommil streans, and the assigning
of characters in a mail piece imge based on the stored
data does not meke the nodifications obvious unless the
prior art suggested the desirability of the

nodi fications. 1n re Fritch, supra.

No tine period for taking any subsequent action in
connection with this appeal may be extended under 37 CFR

§ 1.136(a).

REVERSED
STANLEY M URYNOW CZ JR. )
Adm ni strative Patent Judge )
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